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Application Serial No. 09/488,297 
This reply brief is submitted in response to the Examiner's answer mailed 
January 23, 2009. 

On page 9 of the answer, the Examiner addresses Appellants' argument 
concerning the combination of Talati and Demoff. In particular, the Examiner opines 
that Demoff teaches all the limitations of claim 23 except for the step of receiving a 
purchase request of the buyer from the seller. The Examiner concedes that Demoff's 
teaching includes the step of receiving the purchase directly from the buyer. The 
Examiner claims, however, that Talati teaches the concept of receiving a purchase 
request of a buyer from a seller as recited in the claim. 

Nonetheless, the Examiner has failed to show any motivation for combining the 
teachings of Talati with the system of Demoff, which is directed to providing temporary 
credit authorizations. Indeed, as Appellants have previously stated, modifying Demoff 
so that it employs the transaction request taught by Talati clearly frustrates the very 
purpose of Demoff and impermissibly changes the principle of operation of Demoff. In 
other words, Demoff teaches away from such a combination. Rather than refute these 
and other points directly and explain why someone skilled in the art would have been 
motivated to combine Talati with Demoff, the Examiner simply concludes that "the 
simple substitution of one known concept for another producing a predictable result 
renders the claim obvious." 

Accordingly, Appellants submit that it is improper to combine Talati with Demoff. 
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CONCLUSION 

For at least the reasons discussed above, it is respectfully submitted that the 
rejections are in error and that all of the pending claims are in condition for allowance. 
Appellants respectfully request this Honorable Board to reverse the rejections of the 
claims. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: March 22, 2009 /John S. Zanqhi/ 

John S. Zanghi 
Registration No. 48,843 
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